Article History
INTRODUCTION
Muslims have a tradition of engaging in conflict resolution as noted in previous works (Gassama, 2007) . The OIC began to actively participate in resolving conflicts involving Muslims during its formative years. As observed in these works, the early advocates of the OIC such as King Faisal of the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia sought to respond to the narrow but formidable Arab nationalism (Brynen et al., 1995) 1 and the Beatification (Ajami, 1992;  
THE IRAN-IRAQ WAR (1980-1988)
The victory of the Islamic revolutionaries in overthrowing the Shah of Iran in 1979 and the eventual establishment of the Islamic Republic in that country sent shock waves across the world especially in the Gulf
States. The initial attempts of the Iraqi government to establish direct relations with the Islamic Republic were rebuffed. The Iraqi government sent a memorandum to the interim government of Iran by outlining the Iraqi policy towards Iran which they claimed aimed "to pursue friendly relations with neighbours based on the principles of respect for sovereignty, non-interference, in domestic affairs, and the right of nations to achieve their legitimate national aspirations (Khadduri, 1988) ." 4 Iran did not reciprocate to such Iraqi initiatives of official communications with similar attitude except Ayatollah Khomeini"s brief cable whose original version to Iraq was amenable to constructive engagement between the two countries but the edited version that appeared in the Iranian press differed in content and spirit. The Iranians were apprehensive of the Ba"thist regime in Iraq (Khadduri, 1988) .
Hence the lack of direct diplomatic communication between Iran and Iraq at the initial stages of the Islamic Republic served as a source of mistrust, which became a primary source of the conflict.
Iraq considered Iran"s rejection of its offer for direct diplomatic communication (or negotiation) between the two countries as the new Islamic Republic"s lack of the political will to honour the 1995 Algiers Agreement as a means of peaceful settlement of the contentious issue of Shat al-Arab (King, 1987; Abdulghani, 2012; Donovan, 2012) . Aside from the Shatt-al-Arab issue, a key source of the disagreement is the centuries old dispute over their 300 miles border at Kurdistan, and Khuzestan which became the subject of international disputes among a host of Gulf States. Iraq also claimed jurisdiction over the Iranian province of Khuzestan popularly referred to as "Arabistan" (Amin, 1982) . 5 Iraq detested being referred to as oppressive, anti-religious, and corrupt by the new political leadership in Iran; and it was, expectedly, suspicious of the Iranian territorial ambitions especially in the light of the notion of exporting the Islamic Revolution abroad. Saddam Hussain saw the Iranian hostilities towards Iraq as a direct challenge to his leadership as well as to secular Ba"th ideology. Similar sentiments and fears were expressed among the Gulf"s conservative monarchies and other Arab states (Dawisha, 1983 (Khadduri, 1988) ." Iran responded to this "unilateral abrogation" by writing to the UN Secretary-General. Not only did Iran protest against the purported Iraqi abrogation of the treaty but it also asserted that Iran "respected" its provisions 4 The memorandum emphasised the Islamic and historic connections between Iraq and Iran as well as the shared experience under foreign domination and oppression; that Iraq appreciates the announcements of the revolutionary leader Khumayni and its condemnation of Zionism and good intensions for the Aeabs; and that Iraq looks forward to cooperating with Iran to maintain regional peace and stability. Khadduri (1988) . 5 Relying upon the 1937 Treaty between Iran and British Mandated Territory of Iraq, the latter claimed the entire Shatt-al-Arab, disputed by Iran which claimed the Treaty was born out of British pressure on Iranian weakness and called for the application of "thalweg or median line principles." The "median line" and the "thalweg" are rules of demarcation of river boundaries between or among neighbouring countries. The "median line" rule runs through the middle of the river, and is applicable to "non-navigable rivers as well as to highways, fisheries and civil boundaries defined along rivers". The thalweg which was defined in 1908 between Great Britain and the USA as "the main channel of the river" runs along the track taken by boats in their course down the stream. Hence thalweg, therefore, which is "most suitable channel for downstream navigation at the normal lowest water levels…. [and] cannot be fixed once and for all and remains subject to change owing to natural causes."
and that it was bound by it. The relation between the two states deteriorated and it was further complicated by the Iraqi invasion of Iranian territory on September 21, 1980 which marked the beginning of the decade old war between Iran-and Iraq. In the succeeding section, the essay analyses OIC"s role in mediating the Iran-Iraq conflict and it assesses the efficiency of its methods of resolution.
OIC's Diplomatic Search for Peaceful Settlement between Iran and Iraq
The OIC was quick to respond to the outbreak of the war between Iran and Iraq. Within a week of the Iraqi invasion of Iran on 20 September, the OIC foreign ministers meeting at the UN headquarters in New York constituted a fact-finding and a good-will mission on 26 September 1980 for Iran and Iraq. The Islamic Council of Foreign Ministers regularly meets at the UN Assembly to discuss matters affecting the OIC (Gassama, 2007) . This high level mission was put under the leadership of Zia al-Haqq, former president of Pakistan and then President of the OIC. Zia al-Haqq explained the objective of the mission as "peaceful settlement [of disputes] in the spirit of Islamic solidarity (Khadduri, 1988) ."
It should be noted that Article II of the OIC Charter encouraged peaceful settlement of disputes. Zia al Haqq and his team visited Tehran and Baghdad on September 27 and 28 respectively. While the Zia Mission was away in Iran and Iraq, the UN Security Council passed a resolution calling for a peaceful settlement of the disputes on September 28. Even though, the mission was undertaken on behalf of the OIC (Souresrafil, 1989) Zia raised the issue in his report to the UN General Assembly when he stated that he has conveyed the position of both parties regarding cessation of hostilities to each other. Zia also notified the Assembly about the Iraqi offer of a four-day ceasefire. Not only did Iran reject the Security Council demand for a cease-fire but it also rejected the Iraqi unilateral offer of four day cease-fire. It is important to note that there were other international organizations such as the UN and Non-Aligned Movement (NAM) that too proposed peaceful solutions to the conflict. The UN called for a ceasefire between the warring parties. The NAM under the Chairmanship of Fidel Castro of Cuba, sent a foreign ministerial delegation to Iran and Iraq, comprising Foreign Ministers of The Gambia, India, Pakistan, and a representative of Palestine Liberation Organisation. Though, some of these countries also featured in the OIC delegation as well, the OIC peace mission and proposals were more comprehensive than NAM or UN (Souresrafil, 1989) .
While the OIC mediation was in process, certain imminent neutral leaders such as Yasir Arafat, the PLO"s chair, also joined the mediation process by visiting both Iran and Iraq. It should be noted that both Tehran and Baghdad were stanch supporters and defenders of Palestinian cause, which put Arafat in good stead as an impartial mediator; this is unlike most Arab leaders from countries such as Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Bahrain, and Jordan that supported Iraq both morally and materially (Gibson, 2013) .
THE OIC ISLAMIC PEACE COMMITTEE
The OIC, as an advocate for peaceful settlement, was not daunted by the apparent failure of the Zia al-Haqq court since giving "judgement on the existing differences would be a very difficult job." The Islamic committee aimed to promote peaceful coexistence among all Muslim countries. Sekou Toure warned that "the devil [Satan] separates the human beings from each other, but Islam unites them…" Toure"s statement was picked up by BaniSadr who requested that the devil in this war should be identified, that the mediating committee should investigate "who the aggressor is…then after it is determined who the aggressor is…to punish him according to Islamic principles (Khadduri, 1988) ." Such Iranian proposition was perceived by the OIC Islamic Peace Committee as tantamount to being the judge, jury and the executioner which was beyond their mandate as expressed by Sekou Toure, the mission"s chairperson. (Khadduri, 1988) .
In spite of the pleas for peace of Sekou Toure in the interest of the Ummah, President Bani Sadr insisted that "as long as the aggressor [in reference to Iraq] remains in our territory we cannot agree to a ceasefire (Khadduri, 1988) ." The Iranian position was reiterated by Ayatollah Khomeini who met the OIC Lajnat al-Masa'i al-Hamida on March 1 1981 to discuss how to make peace. Khomeini demanded that the Committee decide based upon Qur"anic teachings as to who was the aggressor in the war and punish the aggressor according to Islamic Law. In a lengthy speech delivered in Persian to the Committee, Khomeini stated that Iran was defending her territory against Iraqi occupation and he challenged the Committee to go see the occupation by themselves or send their own representatives. Khomeini further challenged the committee to investigate and decide based on Qur"anic teachings (Khadduri, 1988)." 6 Whilst the specific verses were not cited in the aforementioned statement but presumably referred to Sura 49: 9-10 (Ali, 2001). 7 The aforementioned Khomeini proclamation summed up the Iranian position on the issue of the peace process. It also showed the Iranian intransigence on the strict adherence to the Qur"anic principle of conflict resolution as a pre-requisite to peaceful settlement of disputes. A fundamental impasse in the OIC mediation process was the question of determining who the aggressor was in the war, which the Islam Peace Committee was unwilling to investigate and therefore did not commit itself to that task. However, the Committee leader argued for the need to "put aside hatred, revenge and anger" and to accept peaceful solution to the war. Instead of addressing the question of aggression, the Peace Committee presented a package of peaceful proposals that it hoped both Iran and Iraq would accept (Khadduri, 1988) .
The peace proposals emphasised principles of mutual respect for territorial sovereignty, and non-interference in internal affairs of another, opposition to territorial aggrandizement, freedom of navigation in Shatt al-Arab, and peaceful settlement of international disputes. The OIC peace deal also called for a ceasefire and withdrawal of Iraqi troops from Iranian territory under the supervision of OIC Military Observers acceptable to both parties. Similarly question of jurisdiction over Shatt-al-Arab was to be decided by OIC committee members acceptable to both Iran and Iraq. Until the final settlement of the Shatt al-Arab was achieved, usage and navigation would be "supervised by a special body under the auspices of the Islamic Conference Organisation (Khadduri, 1988) ." An OIC peacekeeping force could be deployed to ensure free navigation while an OIC Sub-committee was powered to facilitate the implementation of the provision of this Peace Settlement.
OIC MEDIATION DURING IRAN-IRAQ WAR: AN ASSESSMENT
In as much as the OIC was keen about resolving the conflict between Iran and Iraq, there were certain fundamental weaknesses that underlined their process of mediation which incidentally lead to its failure in achieving its aim of stopping the war between these two Muslim countries. The main tasks of the mediator at the initiation stage of the process is to build credibility which may take various forms such as personal (referring to the appealing attributes of the mediator), institutional (the sound reputation of the organisation or body supporting the mediator) and procedural (referring to the confidence or degree of success the disputants have in the proposed mediation process). Moreover, the mediator"s creation of rapport with parties in conflict is another important element of entry stage of mediation (Moore, 2014) . While the OIC did fulfil some of these essential elements it failed short of others.
The personal credibility of the mediators was not questionable since President Zia al-Haqq (Pakistan), President Ahmad Sekou Toure (Guinea Conakry), President Sir Dawda Jawara (The Gambia) all of whom chaired the Islamic peace committees were highly credible and neutral people in the dispute and their countries maintain friendly relation with both parties. For example, Iraq protested against the inclusion of Algeria in the Islamic Peace Committee for supporting Iran and as a result Algeria was excluded (Gassama, 2007) . Similarly, the choice of other committee members was to reflect acceptability to both disputants. However, the same measure was not applicable to other influential movers of the OIC institution.
First, some key leaders of the OIC, mainly Arab countries (Tahir-Kheli and Ayubi, 1983; Tripp, 1991) particularly Saudi Arabia, Jordan, Egypt and Kuwait took sides in the war in apparent contradiction to the Islamic principle of neutrality between fellow Muslim brothers. These countries were motivated by two main reasons; the first was the notion of Arabism (or Semitic attachment), and the second was that Iran"s Islamic Revolution, its establishment of an Islamic Republic, and the possible exportation of the Islamic revolution to its Arab neighbours were of concern. These reason undermined OIC"s neutrality to the extent that Iran lost trust in the Islamic Peace Committee. It appeared that even though Arab countries did not feature in the Islamic Peace Committee, they 10. The Believers are but a single Brotherhood: So make peace and reconciliation between your two (contending) brothers; and fear Allah, that ye may receive Mercy." seemed to have had influence on it, which prevented them from taking a tough stand on aggression, the principal source of the conflict. Professor Emeritus of diplomatic studies, Geof R. Berridge, has observed that the influence of wealthier nations in international organisations help to shape the dimension of the mediation process (Berridge, 2005) . In this particular conflict, the rich Gulf nations were all supporting Iraq, and therefore they were unwillingness to openly acknowledge Iraq as the aggressor.
However, it must also be acknowledged that the composition of the Islamic Peace Committees apparently included neutral states drawn mainly from Africa, South Asia, and Southeast Asia which was expected to enhance the credibility, impartiality and neutrality of the mission. Impartiality is a crucial characteristic of the third party mediator such as the OIC. Berridge also recognised that impartiality is required for mediation as it enables the disputants to trust the mediation even though "the parties to the conflict are not in general held in equal affection" by the mediator (Berridge, 2005) Committee. Iran demanded that OIC use the "Islamic solution (Khadduri, 1988) ", which involved the identification of the aggressor in the war. The rigidity and inflexibility of Ayatollah Khomeini also did not help the situation especially when there were neutral brokers and negotiator in the OIC Peace Council, but even refused to meet them as competent representatives of the organisation. Khomeini in his address to the OIC Islamic Mediation Committee on March 1 st 1981 entreated them to use the Qur"an as the arbitrator. This, for him, requires the Muslims to determine who the aggressor is and the victim of aggression; and that the aggressor be penalised collectively by all Muslim countries; and that the aggressor should be told he/she is wrong, and warned to stop aggression. If the aggressor refuses to comply, then the entire Muslims should rally together to fight against the aggressor in question. Unless this Islamic approach to conflict resolution was adopted by the OIC mediation committee, Iran, under Khomeini"s leadership, often blatantly refused to accept ceasefire, or even come to the negotiating table (Gibson, 2010) . 8 The intransigence of Iran was further stiffened by the Islamic Peace Committee"s unwillingness to apply such principles demanded by Iran in the conflict resolution process.
It is important to note that the OIC has "produced the only comprehensive peace plan" as opposed to other international organisations such the UN and Non-Aligned Movement (NAM) both of which were involved at some stages (Grummon, 1982) . In spite of such noble efforts, one wonders why OIC, which claims to neutrality and offered a Muslim view of conflict resolution, did not consider the process of investigating the question of aggression and penalise the aggressor even if it was a mere reprimand or a slap on the wrist; this trend undermined the OIC"s role as a neutral party in mediating the Iran-Iraq peace process. If the OIC mediation committee was bold enough to have identified the aggressor, who -at that time -was Iraq under Saddam Hussein, and if Iraq had been appropriately admonished and punished, it might have served as deterrent to future aggression such as against Kuwait some 10 years later. In the light of the aforementioned discussion, it appears that the OIC, as a collective block, missed a golden opportunity to take on Iraq with many options of punishment available to them, such as sanctions (both political and economic), and exclusion or diplomatic isolation without necessarily waging war on Iraq. The Iranian demand that war be waged on the aggressor upon determination was far too much. This was unrealistic at the time as the OIC was not prepared to undertake any military expedition. OIC did not have a standing army and the structures to sustain such an expensive military project even though it contemplated sending peacekeepers along the Shatt alArab. There is clear demarcation between peacekeeping and peace enforcement capabilities, the latter being more demanding and costly in many ways for which the OIC was not prepared for. However, this does not absolve OIC from determining who was guilty of aggression and met out the necessary sanctions accordingly as discussed earlier. Nevertheless, it may also be said that the Iranian intransigence in the face of an opportunity for peace did not help matters. Iran was apparently guilty of irrational miscalculations and absolute foolhardiness for failing to adopt a more flexible position to attain a peace settlement of the war through OIC mediation. Hence it was ironic that Iran should have accepted ceasefire in 1989 when they could have accepted peace settlement earlier thereby averting untold destruction of lives and properties during the war.
OIC peace proposals did not only address the main sticking points of the conflict particularly the status of the Shatt al-Arab, territorial aggrandisement, and the question of sovereignty but it generally offered a fair deal for both parties. However, the mediation failed on matters of principles and procedures. Iran wanted mediation process to involve clear determination of the aggressor who should be penalised for aggression according to Qur"anic injunction. The Peace committee did not to go along those lines and hence missed an opportunity to explore chance for an acceptable peace deal. Iran, as evident in Khomeini"s view, was the victim of Iraq"s and Saddam"s aggression.
Hence, Khomeini appeared to even offer that if the Iran was the aggressor then they should be punished.
It was interesting to note also that Khomeini further proposed an international tribunal to probe into "crimes which have been committed" and to try the culprits of aggression. This approach, as suggested by Khomeini, would also resonate within an Islamic framework for accountability and responsibility for war crimes against innocent victims and crimes against humanity. OIC could have not missed an opportunity to create the first modern international criminal tribunal well before the International Criminal Court at The Hague, and use it to advance respect for human rights even in times of conflict. In retrospect, Khomeini had been proven right in view of the fact that Saddam has eventually been put on "trial" in 2006 at the Iraq High Tribunal (a little over a decade later) under Iraqi Municipal laws. It should be pointed out that some of the crimes that Saddam was charged with "crimes against humanity" (Cryer, 2010) which constituted one of the three gravest international crimes, though not specifically for crimes of the Iraq-Iran war; but he was eventually executed as a punishment. The Saddam trial came under serious condemnation for being "showy" and politically motivated even though many people believed that he was guilty of crimes punishable by death under Iraqi law (Laughland, 2008; Brown, 2011) . The significance of Iranian position was the proposal for use of the due process of law as a means of resolving conflict, which could have been adopted by the OIC within an Islamic framework to resolve the conflict.
The aforementioned approaches of the OIC show that some fundamental requirements of the peace process were missing. First, OIC, as an institution, did not win the confidence of Iran as a credible mediator even though personalities involved were credible. Do, however, note that Iran decided to receive Sir Dawda Jawara as President of the Republic of the Gambia rather than as the chairperson of the Islamic Peace Committee. This was apparently as a result of a lack of institutional credibility and Iran saw key Arab members as supporting Iraqi aggression.
Moreover, Iranian insistence on determining who the aggressor did not appeal to the committee which became a sticking point in the mediation. Although the OIC has been commended for drawing the most comprehensive settlement of all international organisations, it failed to achieve the peace. The OIC could have been the "ideal mediator" if it had freed itself from all the political interest in the background of the OIC institution which would have enhanced its impartiality in conflict mediation. The influence of the key Arab countries that supported the Iraq seemed to have prejudiced the process. Even the neutral composition of the mediation committee could not make up for that deficiency. In spite of the institutional deficiency of the OIC in this case, it does not overshadow the fact that OIC potentially was the "ideal mediator" in a conflict between two Muslim countries. Berridge observed that the role of an ideal mediator depended largely on the nature of the conflict (Berridge, 2005) . In this instance, both countries shared similar Islamic heritage which could not be detached from the conflict itself, and the rise of the Islamic revolutionaries in Iran seemed to have caused a lot of unease in secular Iraq under Saddam. The majority of the Security Council members were hostile to the Islamic Republic of Iran. Above all, Iran was adamant that the matter be resolved according to Islamic rules, all of which puts the OIC in good stead as the ideal mediator when compared to secular bodies such as the UN, NAM, or the Gulf Cooperation Council.
CONCLUSION
In the light of the aforementioned discussions, it is apparent that the OIC has played active role in attempting to resolve conflicts involving Muslims, some which were complex and protracted outside the ambit of the UN. The OIC was mandated by its Charter to engage in peaceful resolution of conflicts involving Muslims; a role that was hitherto the province of the UN. The UN Security Council or certain permanent members (collectively or unilaterally) have traditional monopoly over intervention in conflict resolution in practice globally through countless peacekeeping and enforcement mission; and often through unilateral involvements abroad. The fore-going discussion attempted to provide an alternative approach to that method of resolving and managing interstate conflict outside the mainstream. This essay argued that the OIC, as compared to other organizations such as the UN and NAM, was well suited to engage and resolve certain types of conflicts (such as those involving Muslim); and in future, it should therefore play a more proactive role in conflicts that emerge among Muslim nation-states. This may be attributed to the fact that the OIC possesses the necessary knowledge of the issues on the ground, and these are coupled with sensitivity to respective societies" values and belief systems that, in turn, impact upon the behaviour of actors in the conflict. The physiological determinants of actors could not be ignored in a conflict (Smith, 1971) and it is therefore expedient to involve parties with far understanding of such phenomena. Both the UN and NAM had been involved in the Iran -Iraq war but it was the OIC that developed a more comprehensive peace settlement and it made direct contacts with disputants. However, the OIC efforts failed to secure a lasting cease fire, let alone in stopping the war. The weakness of OIC mediation revealed fundamental differences in procedure and principles on which peace settlement should be based. The main sticking point was whether the aggressor in the war should be determined and punished accordingly as proposed by Iran. This principle seems to resonate with the Quranic injunction (Sura 49: 9-10) and with Muslim thinking on issues of conflict; that the OIC committee failed to address Iranian demands in the initial peace talks led to the Iranian boycott of the talks at the 1981 Taif Conference in Makkah and it refused to cooperate with the peace committee on the grounds that its concerns were not addressed.
Though the OIC failed short of certain fundamentals of mediation process, it fulfilled some. The OIC Islamic Peace Committee had credible personalities such as Zia ul-Haq (President of Pakistan), Amadou Sekou Toure (President of Guinea), Sir Dawda Jawara (President of the Gambia), Yassir Arafat (Chairman of PLO) and the President of Bangladesh all of whom were friendly to both Iran and Iraq. Iran did not raise any objection to membership of any of the aforementioned of the Islamic Peace Committee. In fact, OIC tried to enhance the credibility of its mediation process and mediators by excluding Algeria (an Arab state) from the Islamic Peace Committee whose inclusion was protested against by Iraq. This was a great achievement for OIC to be able construct a team as diverse and neutral for its peace process. Nevertheless, the OIC was dominated mainly by influential Arab states especially Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, and Jordan whose apparent support for Iraq in effect undermined the OIC peace efforts. For example, OIC called for the Taif conference in which both parties were invited in apparent protest of Iran for neutral venue. Hence, Iran boycotted the conference. The Conference could have been conducted in a neutral ground following Iranian protest.
The inter-state politics in the background of the peace process also hampered progress for peaceful settlement.
Some states such as Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Jordan, and Egypt were not impartial as they openly supported Iraq which tends to undermine the credibility of OIC. The OIC"s Secretary General, Habib Chatty, noted that Iran"s lack of confidence in it was a stumbling block to the peace process (Baba, 1994) . In hindsight, it appears that the OIC suffered from the dominance of Arab culture; and it was not willing to shame an Arab brother (Iraq) in some situations and the OIC refrained from condemning Iraqi aggression. OIC only did so long after the invasion of Kuwait by Iraq and when the 1997 Tehran summit was held where Iraq was officially condemned for its aggression on Kuwait in 1990. However, the aggressor in the Iran-Iraq war was not castigated at all. On the other hand, Iran appeared to be intransigent during the peace negotiations by closing all doors to flexible options or room for compromise to achieve a peace settlement. Sometimes there may be a need for what some conflict practitioners called "mediators with muscle" during peace negotiations which could contribute to facilitation of peaceful resolution in conflict situation. Mediation experts such as Saadia Touval and I. William Zartman observed that this approach may often be required to facilitate "reaching a negotiated solutions to the dispute" (Crocker et al., 1999) .
The OIC was able to successfully employ a bite of this approach in its mediation efforts in the conflict between Government of the Republic of Philippines (GRP) and Bangsamoro people of Southern Philippines. Though GRP initially refused OIC mediation by declaring the matter as internal sovereign issue, OIC deployed both diplomacy with a bit of "mediators with muscle" approach by making veiled threats of sanctions by oil rich members during the 1973 oil crisis if the GRP did not pursue peaceful settlement of conflict rather than through military battles. Hence, the OIC was able to overcome this challenge of acceptance as by GRP, which made a lot of difference to the peace process. Similarly, OIC impressed upon MNLF to accept autonomy instead of independence during negotiation for Tripoli Agreement, which was earlier rejected by MNLF. In both cases, "mediators with muscle" was employed constructively with positive results. The Iran-Iraq case was, however, a different situation as the approach of "mediators with muscle" was not employed at all by the OIC machinery.
The failure of OIC to stop the decade long Iran-Iraq war does not overlook the fact that the OIC has a huge potential for resolving conflict if they follow the right principles and procedures enshrined in its charter (Cooperation, 1969) . For conflicts, which involve societies or states "whose religious values or believes colour so much of their everyday believe and habits (Smith, 1971) " it is important to allow institutions that would tolerate or accommodate such values and belief system to engage the disputants. This presumably puts OIC in good stead to be the "ideal mediator" in a conflict involving two Muslim countries. Berridge observed that the "ideal mediator" may vary depending on the nature of conflict (Berridge, 2005) . "The Holy See is in principle well suited to the mediation of a conflict between two catholic states, provided the exertion of material power over them is not required".
By the same token, the OIC charter aims to settle disputes among member states which included both Iran and Iraq. Moreover, it also has more local knowledge about the warring parties which could be valuable in mediation process; and its disposition could potentially have had greater impact on the warring parties if it had got the procedures right, and followed them to its logical conclusions without interference of influential member states.
The OIC still remains potentially the single most significant international organisation with potential to mediate and resolve conflicts among Muslims if it learns from its peace missions, and improves upon its mistakes for the betterment of the Muslim Ummah.
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